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SWBT objects to the Inclusion of
AT&T's proposed language In 4.4,
4.5, and 4.5.1 through 4.5.5.

:it~~'.[\'il

AT&T's proposed language confuses
the provision of UNEs -to which this
attachment applies - with a
recording contract, which is
something entirely different. AT&T Is
not content with this, but seeks to
Impose an obligation on SWBT,
unrelated to these network elements,
to furnish additional customer usage
data which these network elements,
to furnish addllional customer usage
data which these network elements
cannot generate.4.5 In addition to the

reqUirements for recorded Usage
Data specified In this Attachment,
when AT&T Is providing
Telecommunications Services to
Its customer through the use of
unbundled Network Elements,
SWBTwlll provide to AT&T
recorded Usage Data sufficient for
AT&T to render Interstate and

4.4 SWBTwlll provide to AT&T
Recorded Usage Data as
described In AT&T's Call Flows
Document (CFD) dated April 1997,
Incorporated herein and modified
as the Parties may otherwise
agree, sufficient for AT&T to
render InterLATA and IntraLATA
access bills and end-user bills
and for purposes of mutual
compensation.

The call flow documents capture the
parties' positions relating to the full
funclionality of UNEs awarded to
AT&T on page 22 of the Award.

AT&T and SWBT have working
teams creating call flow diagrams to
reflect each parties' recording and
billing requirements.

In order for AT&T to bill intrastate
access in accordance with the terms
set forth in the Arkansas Award, and
to bill interstate access, SWBT must
provide AT&T with the necessary
usage data to allow AT&T to render
accurate bills for certain call types
that necessitate SWBT to provide us
billing detail.

Whereas previously in negotiations,
SWBT stated that it would provide
US<lge data to allow AT&T to bill for
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transmission. This transmission
would include billing and usage data
for mutual compensalion, as well as
resale, unbundled network elements,
and other matters, if any, to be billed
to AT&T by SWBT under the
contract. A single comprehensive
billing transmission will enable both
parties to most efficiently track the
various transaclions and
interrelationships among the
different bills,

SWBT Indicates that they will
consider implemenling CABS, but
there is no mutual consideration to
their decision. AT&T's language
should be adopted.

Attachment 10.
Sections 4.4 ­
4.5.5

.Attachment and /
.Sections 1.,. : ' :: "

,;;~~;:;~~~{;;~>':l~;;~~:;.:i;;(,

SWBT:
Should SWBT be
required to provide
customer usage data
unrelated to
unbundled network
elements ordered by
AT&T without
additional
compensation?

27,

AT&T:
Ability to bill access:
Whether SWBT must
provide AT&T with
sufficient usage data
to allow AT&T to
render intrastate and
Interstate access bills
to other IXCs,

Key: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by 8WBT. 7/25/97

Bold represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T. UNE - p. 53
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4.5.2 Originating Local 800 • This
type of access record Is created
when an 800 call originates from
an AT&T customer served
through unbundled Network
Elements to a LEC providing the
800 service. AT&T will bill the
LEC access charges In
accordance with Its access tariffs.

4.5.3 Originating InterLATA800­
This type of access record Is
created when an 800 call
originates from an AT&T
customer served through
unbundled Network Elements to
an IXC;: p-rovlding the 800 service.
AT&T will bill the IXC access
charges in accordance with Its
access tariffs.

4.5.1 Originating to IXC - This
type of access record Is created
when a toll call originates from an
AT&T customer served through
unbundled Network Elements and
terminates to an IXC. AT&T will
bill the IXC access charges In
accordance with Its access tariffs.

Intrastate access bills. The
recorded Usage Data will be
provided In a manner, at a
minimum, that enables AT&T to
render the following five types of
access bills: Originating to IXC,
Originating Local 800,
Terminating and Originating
lntraLATA, which are described
below.

Reasflnw~y language ~hould,b~;;I·;.'A'~J;r,,:.' ..
" I:, ,)!1chJded~rexc'uded'<';, :i •.

all the functionality of UNEs
(including access, as noted In the
recent FCC Access Reform Order).
SWBT has Just recently disclosed
that It does not Intend to provide
these records: rather It offers yet
another "service". AT&T does not
ask for this "service" for free: AT&T
simply seeks parity In receiving
billing Information that will be used in
rendering accurate bills to Its
customers. Without the ability to
accurately bill for Its services
rendered through UNEs, the
unbundling of the local network
hardly benefits competition. After
divestiture, many new IXCs had
billing problems that drove away new
customers. This is not a scenario
that should be repeated In the local
market today. SWBT is holding fast
to what It believes to be Its
"entitlement" to access revenue. It
continually develops new and
different ways to reach Its end. This
evolution of the recording "service" Is
yet another example of SWBT's
tactics to retain its stronghold on the
local market.

AT&T and SWBT have working
teams creating call flow diagrams to
reflect each parties' recording and
billing requirements. In order for
AT&T to bill access, SWBT must
provide AT&T with the necessary
usage data to allow AT&T to render
accurate bills for certain call types
that necessitate SWBT to provide us
billing detail. AT&T's proposed

Key: Bold & underline represents langua~ Ilroposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.
7/25/97

Bold represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T. UNE - p. 54
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28. Should reference
be made to the Call
Flow Document in this
Contract?

;Att~ahtfi~nt'~t\dA7:

,'~~!fr~:trJ:~·l~~t.~i-~,

Attachment 6 ­
Appendix Pricing
UNE, seclion 5.1
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language provides for provision of
such data. SWBT wants the
unilateral decision as to which call
types they will provide data to AT&T
in order to render such bills. AT&T
should have the full funclionality of
operaling as a local service provider
in order to render the appropriate
billing and collect the accurate
revenues.

AT&T's language should be adopted.

Once again, the call flow documents
capture the parties' positions relaling
to the full funclionality of UNEs
awarded to AT&T on page 22 of the
Award. The parties conlinue to
develop the Call Flow Document
pending final review and approval by
the parties. AT&T and SWBT
devoted a lot of resources (time and
people) to working through the call
now schematics. The known
disputes between the parties
regarding call flows are captured in
the language that follows in seclion
5.
Therefore. this language is clearly
representative of the flexibility
needed between the parties to truly

4.5.4 Terminating· This type of
access record Is created when a
toll call originates from an tXC
and terminates to an AT&T
customer served through
unbundled Network Elements.
AT&T will bill the IXC terminating
charges In accordance with Its
access tariffs.

4.5.5 Originating IntraLATA· This
type of access record Is created
when a call originates from an
AT&T customer served through
Unbundled Network Elements and
terminates outside the Local Call
Area but within the LATA. AT&T
will bill the IntraLATA Toll
Provider originating and
~ermlnatlngaccess charges In
accordance with Its access tariffs.
5.1 The Parties have developed a
set of schematics and
descriptions which reflect
anticipated call flows and related
usage sensit"'~e charges (I.e.,
recurring and nonrecurring
charges for the elements are not
Included on the schematics).
These schematics are designed to
Illustrate the application of usage
sensitive charges. These
schematics as currently
developed are contained In a
document entitled "Call Flow
Document" dated 5/97. On a
going forward basis the Parties
may develop new call flow
schematics, modify exlstlna call

SWBT objects to the Inclusion of this
Information at this lime.

~~~;I~~il~~;l~~

SWBT objects to the Inclusion of
AT&T's proposed language in 5.1.

Key: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T.

7/25/97

UNE· p. 55



Issue

Pi C
CONTRACTUAL DISk _ t'ED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T/SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - ARKANSAS
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS

'H0:1;t~~~1J' "~;~~.~r;~~~:~l~J.~~~!(~~{f~;.~rt~~i~I:~
represent the agreements between flow schematics, and delete
the parties. As decisions are made obsolete call flow schematics as
in future rulings (state and federal) needed. The following
the revisions will be necessary to definitions underlie the
document agreement between the schematics.
Parties. AT&T's language should be
accepted.

29. Signaling Point
Code:
Should SWBT require
AT&T to create a
unique point code in
its capacity as an
lSP?

Attachment 6:
Section 9.2.1.1.1.1
and 9.2.1.1.1.2

This issue is arbitrated on page 57 of
the Award. What SWBT is asking
AT&T to do is technically infeasible
and a blatant attempt to limit AT&T's
capabilities to provide service equal
to that of SWBT. SWBT insists that
AT&T indicate the unique point code
to distinguish between AT&T the
tSP and AT&T the IXC in order for
SWBT to know what to bill AT&T. It
is technically infeasible for AT&T's
4ESS switches to be programmed to
have unique point code~ to
distinguish between when AT&T is
operating as either an IXC or an
lSP. Therefore, AT&T has
proposed a very reasonable solution
which would allow SWBT to charge
the SS7 transport rate in this
Agreement.

As an Ixr today, AT&T does not use
SWBT's SS7 transport. All potential
SS7 transport purchased from
SWBTwill be when AT&T Is
operating as an lSP. AT&T has
agreed to pay the rate as determined
by the Commission for 557
transport. Should AT&T ever begin
to purchase signaling transport as an
IXC, the Parties will negotiate an

9.2.1.1.1.1 SS7 Transport will
apply to SS7 messages
transported from a SWBT STP pair
to an adjacent SWBT STP pair on
behalf of AT&T. The rate (per
octet) will apply to octets
comprising ISUP and TCAP
messages. When AT&T uses SS7
Transport between one or more
SWBT STP pairs, AT&T will pay
the rates and charges ordered by
the Commission or as the Parties
may otherwise agree, subject to
section 1.3 of Appendix Pricing
UNE. On an Interim basis, when
AT&T uses SS7 Transport between
one or more pairs of SWBT STPs,
AT&T will pay a charge equal to
one times the octet rate for each
octet transported. If, during the
Cost Study Proceeding or as the
parties may otherwise agree, It Is
found that, when multiple pairs of
~TP link sets are used, a higher
rate Is appropriate, AT&T will pay
the determined rate.

9.2.1.1.1.2 AT&T may purchase
signaling transport at the SS7
Transport rate referenced In the
preceding section. without the

SWBT identifies the signaling point
code and no other Information In
order to bill the SS7 Transport
charge. SWBT has an Interstate
lariff rate and a different state rate
per this contract. Unless Identified
separately according to a different
point code, SWBT cannot bill the call
correctly, either as a local call or as
an access call. SWBT believes that
AT&T's switch can accommodate
two point codes. Finally, there Is an
option available to AT&T. They
could agree to pay the rate in the
access tariff, thereby eliminating this
issue.

SWBT objects to the inclusion of
AT&T's proposed language.

Key: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.
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agreeable process at that time. The
potential exists that the rate charged
by SWBT in this agreement will be
higher than the rate charged by the
tariff. AT&T is not allempting to
gauge its price ...AT&T Is merely
offering a solution to the technical
limitations that exist In the switch.
AT&T's language should be
accepted.

need to specify a unique point
code for each AT&T local
switching office, so long as AT&T
does not use SWaT STP signaling
as an IXC. AT&T agrees that,
before It could purchase STP
signaling as an IXC, It will reach
an agreement satisfactory to
SWaT for accounting and
compensating for the two~
signaling traffic.

30. L1DB
Should SWBT update
and or modify existing
data In its L1DB by
AT&T using the
standard ordering
process and also
when AT&T ports a
customer using INP?

Allachment 7:
Section 1.5.1.1

Allachment14:
Section 6.5

Yes. AT&T does not have direct
access Into SWBT's proprietary
database; therefore, If the
information can be easily sent
through the order fields defined by
LSOG, the process Is less
cumbersome and more efficient for
all involved. In this case, the parties
have already agreed on the fields to
be used for passing this information
for a Resale order. The same fields
are available to pass this information
for a UNE and an INP order.

In order for AT&T to receive full
functionality of the switching
element, SWBT provisions several
databases. AT&T views L1DB as
simply another database to be
provisioned in order for AT&T to
receive full functionality of the
unbundled local ~wilch, much as the
switch database, directory listing
database, and 911 database are
agreed-upon as being provisioned by
SWBT for UNEs today.

SWBT should provide to AT&T the

1.5.1.1 When AT&T utilizes UNE
switching, SWaT will populate Its
L1Da database with customer
Information using Information
provided by AT&T using standard
OaF fields as defined In the LSOG
(Local Service Ordering Guide).

6.5 SWBT agrees to populate Its
Line Information Database (L1DB)
with Information, such as TLN calling
cards and Billing Number Screening
(BNS), regarding ported numbers for
billing. SWBT will provide access to
L1DB database Interfaces to
accomplish this function, or make
Input on behalf of AT&T pursuant to
L1DB data storage and
administrative contracts.
Alternatively, AT&T may prOVide
the L1Da Information using the
standard oaF fields as defined In
the LSOG (Local Services Order
Guide).

SWBT has requirements from the
FCC Interconnection Order to
provide AT&T the capability to
directly update or modify its data In
the L1DB. Par. 493 of the order
requires SWBT to ·provlde access,
on an unbundled basis, to the
service management system (SMS),
which allow competitors to create,
modify, or update Information in call­
related databases. SWBT has met
the requirements of the order,
making available the information
necessary for AT&T to correctly
format and enter data. SWBT
provides four Interfaces that provide
AT&T equivalent access to the SMs.
SWBT cannot possible meet AT&T's

demands, other than the actions It
has already taken. SWBT's SMS
had security features that allow
information to be partitioned from
unauthorized access. What AT&T is
requesting will yield access to the
records of SWBT's customers as
well as the records of other LSP's
customers. With SMs access, AT&T

SWBT objects to the Inclusion of
AT&T's proposed language.

Key: Hold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by Al&T.
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same now through provisioning
process that It provides to Itself and
that It provides to AT&T for all other
unbundled elements and databases
when AT&T purchases UNE
switching. The L1DB update consists
of updallng collect calling, 3nl

number billing, and credit card
Information linked to the customer
Information provided to SWBT on the
UNE switching order. In
negotiations, SWBT stated that It will
remove such information from the
database on a ·change as is order",
then require AT&T to re-enter the
data. SWBT also should not be
allowed to clear all such functionality
of a customer that migrates to AT&T
service,

SWBT should also accept AT&T's
updates to the L1DB database
through the industry standard OBF
forms as defined by the LSOG when
AT&T ports an existing SWBT
customer using INP. If there is no
change to the customer's existing
L1DB functionality (e.g. collecVthird
party call blocking), SWBT should
not remove the existing customer
data. This information can be
Included in the INP order using OBF
forms jf an update Is needed. The
update of the L1DB is a cost of
providing INP, When Permane· t
Number Portability Is implemented.
AT&T will be able to populate
customer information for ported
numbers in its own L1DB.

'I"" ••...~ l{;r;:~j~~I,;I~.~~JJ:i'lj,~~tf.}': .
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would then be able to view, modify
and delete those ecords.

Key: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.
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Nonrecurring ChargeMonthly Rates Price
category

,------,-----~---------_r_---__,

~·__ID_",*--~_.

OnbUnalid LOOps
4-\Mre Analog $147.951APSC H6.l6.APSC $4O.351APSC

Loop Crou Connects WIth tating (AT&T position: Croes Connects without tntIng should__SO.OOI
4-Wlre PRI IC~ IC8/$5.46 IC8IS5.46

Analog Loop Ie DeS
2·\Mre cross connect
4-Wlre cross connect

Digilal Loop Ie DCS

2-Wlre BRI
4-Wlre PRI

ZOne 1

TeD/APSC

TeD/APSC

TeD/'~

TeD/APSC

Zone 2 Zone 3

TBD/'~

TBD/'~

Initial Additional

NlA NlA

1C8I$O.QO IC8I$O.00

T8DJS0.00 TeDl$O.oo

T8DJS0.00 TB~

~ TB~

TeDl$~ TB~

See SectIon
UofPriClng

App!ndlx

3

3

3
3

3
3

Local SwitchIng
Temporary 1_Appendix Pricing
UNE, 5ec:tion 5.3)

Between .Diffllrent8enlral Offices
l'er OnglnalJng M U (Note: paroes disagree on Common

Transport
Rate IIIId duratJon of temporary structure)

Standard laM AppendiX Pricing
UNE, 5ec:tion 5.2)

O.0056451APSC 0.013231APSC 0.010227/APSC NlA NlA 3

CuatomIzed Routing

Call Blocking/Screenlng

ICB ICB ICB ICB ICB
AT&T position: Applicable Local Switching and Dedlcalecl tranaport charges

ICB Ica ICB ICB ICB
AT&T position: Applicable Local Switching

3

3

.'art Charga Per Month
OSl Trunk $278AD/APSe $2T8.4OIAPSC $2TI.4OIAPSC NA NA 3

Feature Ac:tivlItion per Port type
Analog Line Port Features lper port)

Call Wailing

Call Forwarding Variable

Call Forwarding Busy Une

Call Forwarding Don't Answer

Three-Way Calling
Speed Calling. 8

Speed Calling - 30

Auto CanbacklAuto Redial
Distinctive RingIPriority Call

Selective Call Rejection/Call Blocker

$2.701S0.00
$2.7DJiG.iiO
S2.701S0.oo
$2.701SO.OO
52.701$0.00
$2.701S0.oo
$2.701S0.OO
$2.701$0.00
$2.701S0.oo
SZ.701S0.oo

$2.7~

$2.701$0.00
$2.701$0.00
$2.701$0.00
52.701$0.00
$2.701$0.00
$2.701$0.00

$2.70~

$2.701$0.00
SZ.70/$0.00

3
3

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Under Price Category. 1.Agreed, 2.Interim Ordered. 3.Disputed. Where AT! and SWBT disagree. AT! pOSition is shown in bold
and underlined text, SWBT posi~ion is shown in bold ~ex~.

APse = AT! requests the Arkansas PSC to determine the rates.
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SOUllNIESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
AND
AT&T

ARKANSAS
SChedule of Prices

----..._--_.
AUtORiCiIIICiIIRetum
5eIedNe can FllIW8Iding
caning Number Delillefy
Calling Name DeliIIefy

Analog Line Port Fe.tures (per arrangement)
PersclMIized Ring
Hunting Arrangement

Analog Une Port Features (per successful occurrence)
Call Trace

ZOne 1 ZOne 2 ZOne 3 Initial Additional
$2.7OISo.00 $2.7OISO.oo
$2.701$0.00 $2.701$0.00
$2.701$0.00 $2.701$0.00
$2.701$0.00 $2.701$0.00

$6.45/$0.00 $6.45/$0.00
$33.001$0.00 $33.001$0.00

$5.301$0.00 $5.301SO.00

see section
1.3 of PrIcing

AppendiX
3
3
3
3

3
3

3

ISDN (BRI) Port Features

NlItworlc Transport Oplion(s) - Required:
Circuit Switched Voice (CSV)fCircuit Switched Data (CSD) per B Channel

ISDN (BRI) Port Features
Standard FealUres:

Basic EJec:tonic Key Terminal Service (EKTS) - per B Channel
Basic EKTS provides:

Bridged can Exdusion
Bridging
Call Fonnrding Don't Answer
CIlII Forwarding Interface Busy
Call Forwarding Variable
Masuge Waiting Indicator
Speed can (Long)
Speed CaR (Short)

Three-way Conference caning

TBDI$O.oo

$16.251$0.00 $16.251$0.00

3

3

all Appearance call Handling (CACH) EKTS - per B Channel
CACH EKTS includes:

Addilional can OIIering (inherent)
Bridged Call Exdusion
Bridging

can Forwarding Don't Answer

can Forwarding Interface Busy
Call Forwarding Variable
Intercom

Key System Coverage for Analog Lines
Message wailing Indicator
Speed Cal (Long)
Speed Cal (Short)

Three-way Conference Calling

$19.601$0.00 $19.601$0.00 3

Individual features: • per B Channel
Additional call OIIering
Call Forwarding Don't Answer
Call Forwarding Interface Busy
call Forwarding Variable
calling Number Delivery

Hunt Group for CSD
Hunt Group for CSV

Message Waiting Indicator
Secondary Only Telephone Number
Three way Conference Calling

ISDN (PRI) Port Features

Networit Transport Option(s) - Required:

Circuit Switched Voice (CSV)/Circuit Switched Data (CSD) per BChannel

Standard Features: - per PRJ
'3ackup 0 Channel

lIling Number Delivery
~ynamic Channel Allocation
DIDts

Under price Category. 1.Agreed, 2=Interim Ordered. ).Disputed. Where AT! and SWBT disagree.
and underlined text, SWBT position is shown in bold text.

APse = ATT requests ehe Arkansas PSC to determine the rates.

$6.251$0.00 $6.25/$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.2&1$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.751$0.00 3

TBOI$O.OO TBOI$O.oo 3

$67.45/$0.00 $67.451$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3

$16.45/$0.00 $16.45/$0.00 3
TBDI$O.oo TBDISO.oo 3

ATT position is shown in bold



SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
AND
AT&T

ARKANSAS
ScMdule of Prien

~_,l/lVE­

_ ..,. .!PrV:a

PIF: 30f 5

initial Additional

Nonrecurring Charge

zone 3Zoll82

Monthly Rates

zone 1

Price
Category

----------------,-----,-------,
! see section
I1.3 of PrIcing

I Appendix

Analog TNnk POri FealUres TBMO.OO 3

OS, Digital Trunk POri Features TBMO.OO TBMO.OO 3

$764.05lSO.oo $764.0~ 3
$764.05lSO.oo $764.05lSO.oo 3
$299.251SO.oo 5299.25/S0.00 3
5150.10/$0.00 5150.l0IS0.00 3
5193.00/S0.oo 5193.00IS0.00 3
5193.001$0.00 5193.00IS0.00 3
5193.001$0.00 5193.00IS0.00 3
$464.351$0.00 $464.351$0.00 3

55.351$0.00 3

56.251SO.00 S6~ 3
$6.251$0.00 56.25/S0.oo 3
56.2~ 56.25/S0.oo 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.251SO.00 $6.25/S0.oo 3
$6.251SO.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.25/S0.oo 56~ 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.25/S0.oo 3

56.251$~ 56.2~ 3
56.251$0.00 $6.251SO.00 3
56.251$0.00 56.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 56.25/S0.oo 3
$6.251SO.oo 56.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.25/S0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 56.25/S0~ 3
56.251$0.00 56~ 3
$6.251$0.00 56.~ 3
56.251$0.00 56.25/S0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.261$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.261$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 56.261$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 56.261$0.00 3
56.251$0.00 56.251$0.00 3

519.651SO.oo $19.6f.'SO.00 3
$19.651SO.oo S19.651SO.00 3

55.351$0.00 3

$6.251$0.00 56.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.2~ 3
$6.251$0.00 56.251$0.00 3
$6.251S0.00 56.251S0.oo 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251SO.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251SO.00 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.261$0.00 3
56.251$0.00 $6.251SO.oo 3
$6.251$0.00 $6.251$0.00 3
$6.25/$0.00 $6.25/$0.00 3

Analog dne Port (ALP) FealUres

Standard feature inilialization per Analog Line Port

Centr8x-llke 8Y!!!m Charg"
Centrex-like System Options

Syslllm Initilll EstGlishment per Serving Office· Analog Only

Syslllm Initilll Establishment per Se'Ving Office· Analog1lS0N SRI mix

Syslllm Initi81 Establishment per Serving Office • ISDN BRI Only

SySliem Subsecluent Change per Serving Office· Analog only system
Syslllm Subsequent Change per Serving Office· Analog1lS0N BRI mixed system

SysIllm SUbsequent Change per Serving Office • ISDN BRI only syslllm

Syslllm SUbsequent Conversion per Serving Office - AcId Analog to existing ISDN BRI only syslllm
System Subsequent Conversion per Serving 0Ilice • Add ISDN BRito existing Analog only system

Standard fealUre initialization per ISDN (BRI) Device

•30N (BRI) Port Features

Network Transport OPlion(s) • Required:

Circuit Switched Voice (CSV) • per B Channel

Circuit Switched Data (CSO) • per B Channel

Individual Features:

Automatic callback C81linglBusiness Group Canback
Call Forwarding Variable/BusineSs Group Call Forwarding Variable
.:all Forwarding Busy Line

call Forwarding Don't Answer

Call Hold
C<i~~ Pickup

Call Tl1Inster· All Calls
-:all Wailing • InneC1upIBusiness Group Call Wailing
.:all Walling. Orig... · ang

Can Wailing - Terminating

Class of Service Res1ric:tion· Fully Reslricled

Class of Se-·· ,ce ReslJiction - Semi Restricted

Class of Service Reslndion - Toll F1estricled
Consultation Hold

Dial can Wailing

Directed Call Pickup· Non Barge In

Oirecled Call Pickup· WIlIl Barge In

Distinc:lJve Ringing and Call Wailing Tone

Hunting Arrangement· Basic
Hunting Arrangement· Circular

Speed Calling Personal (short list)

Three Way C~lIing

\'co,ceIOata Protection

Individual FealUres:

Additional Call Offering lor CSV

Automatic Callback Calling

Call Forwarding Busy Line

Call Forwarding 00n1 Answer

Call Forwarding Variable

Call Hold

Call Pickup

Call Transfer· All Calls

"::Iass of Service Restriction· Fully Restricted

;la55 of Service Restriction· Semi Restricted

Class of Service Restriction - Toll Restricted

Under Price Category, lzAgreed, 2=Interim Ordered, )=Oisputed. Where ATT and SWBT disagree, ATT position is shown in bold
and underlined text, SWBT position is shown in bold text.

APSe = ATT requests the Arkansas PSC to determine the rates.



SOUTHWESTERN BEU 'TELEPHONE COMPANY
AND

AT&T
ARKANSAS

Schedule of Prien

~_,UNE·

Sdt.." • .,_
Pose: 4 of j

_'~·__lDlwr.ct..-.__. Monthly Rates Nonrecurring Charge Price
Category

I

i seeSection

j 1.3 of Pr!clng
Zone 1 Zone % Zone 3 Initial Additional Appendix

consUliilion HQId $&:21/10:00 $6:25/$0.00 3
Dial Call waiting 56.2~ $$.251$0.00 3
Direc:led Call Pickup • Non Barge In S&.25I$O.oo $$.251$0-:00 3
DirllCllId Can Pickup • WIh Barge In 56.25/50.00 $$.251$0:00 3
Distinctiw! Ringing $$.251$0.00 5&.251$0-:00 3
Hunting Anangement - Basic $&~ $$.2SIS0:00 3
Hunling Amlngement • Cin:ular S&~ $$.251$0.00 3
Speed Calling Personal (short list) S6.2~ $$.251$0:00 3
Three way Calling 56.2~ 56.251$0.00 3

DedIC8ted Tra_port
Intarof'llce Trllnsport
Voice Grade Fixed S17.4&1APSC S17.461APSC S17.4&1~ S'I'.ooIAPSC S1&7.00I~ 3

perMUe 51.121APSC 51.121APSC $1.121APSC NJA NJA 3
Entrance Facility
051 S154.71INA S154.711NA $1S4.711NA S&%I.ooI$NA $45&.OOI$NA 3
053 S1,IIU91N~ S1,IIU9,!!! S1,U4.491NA S&37.ooI$NA S496.OOI$NA 3
OC3 ICBINA ICBINA ICBINA IC~ ICBISNA 3
OC12 ICBINA ICBINA ICBINA ICBI$NA IC~ 3
lm.rof'IIce Trllnsport
OC3 Fixed ICBlAPSC ICBlAPSC ICBlAPSC ICBI$O.oo ICBI$O.oo 3

perMie ICBlAPSC ICBI~ ICBlAPSC NJA NIA 3
OC12 Fixed ICBI~ ICBlAPSC ICBI~ IC~ IC~ 3

per Mile ICBI~ ICBlAPSC ICBI~ NJA NJA 3
OC4B Fixed ICBI~ ICBlAPSC ICBlAPSC IC~ ICBI$O.OO 3

per Mile ICBlAPSC ICBlAPSC ICBI~ NJA NJA 3

.led1c.t8d Transport Crosa ConIltlCt

OC3 IC~ ICBISO.oo ICBISO.OO IC~ IC~ 3

OC12 ICBI$O.OO ICBlSO.OO ICBI$O.OO I~ IC~ 3

OC48 ICBISO.oo ICBI!C.oo ICBI$O.oo I';;BI$O.oo ICBI!M! 3

Digital Cros.~nlltlCt~

DCS Port Charge
050 512.ool~ S1%.OOIAPSC 51%.00I~ 5%0.001$0.00 NIA 3

051 S45.141~ $45.141APSC $45.141APSC $43.001$0.00 NJA 3

053 S490.05lAPSC S490.05lAPSC S49G.05lAPSC 532.~ NJA 3

"lCS Establishment Charge NJA NJA NJA 51,722.00~ NIA 3

Database Modification Charge NJA NJA NJA $10.001$0.00 NJA 3

Reconftguration Charge NJA NJA NJA 51.251$0.00 NJA 3

Multiplexing
Voice Glade to OS1 $110.00INI-!: $110.0QIN/A" $1SO.00INI-!: 52&0.OotSNA S161.00l$NA 3

051 to 053 511S.00INtA" $l1S.0QIN/A" 511S.ooINtA" 51,37%.OotSNA S113.0otSNA 3

"AT&T will pay applicable dedicated transport charges.
Nonrecurring Charges
Initial Additional

Unbundled Signalling
STP Acc:ess Connection. 1.544 Mbps sea Dedicated Transport

Under Price Cate~ory. 1.A~reed. 2_Interim Ordered. J_Disputed. Where ATT and SWBT disa~ree, ATT position is shown in bold
and underlined text. SWBT position is shown in bold text.

APSe = ATT requests the Arkansas PSC to determine the rates.



SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
AND
AT&T

ARKANSAS
SChedule of Prien

Aw«m 1'ridIt8l1lVE­
$dI_I<"~

"",.:50( 5

_-11.-_..______.
Monthly Rates Nonrecurring Charge Price

Category

ISee SlIctlon
11.3 of Prlclng

ZOne 1 ZOne 2 ZOne 3 Inltilll Additional App!ndlJc
Entrance FacilItY • OS1 3

CI"ON Connect· 051 3
STP Access link - 56 Kbps $100.1& parHnk/~ 3

$0.91 par mila/APSC 3
SS7 Signalling $0.001020 parcalU~ 3
GIobaJ Tille Translalion Addition (CompIexIMutliple) ICBISO.OO ICBISO.DO ICBISO.OO ICBlSa.DO IC~ 3

Non-Published Emergency Message 5ervice $2.10 per ca1US1.20 per call 3

SarvIce Order Cbarg••Unbundled EJ_nt !!!!!I!!! ~
N_5ervice S&O.OOl$~ $24&.001$0.00 3
Change $&a.~ S13&.~ 3
Record $36.00/SO--:!9. S114.~ 3
Disconnect $3O.00IS0.00 S&5.0~ 3

SuspencllRestore TB~ T8D1$0.00 3
Expedlted TBDISO.oo TB~ 3

Nonrecurring Charge
Mlacel~

Pedonnance Data (para 2.16.7) or TBDlSo.oo TBDISO.OO TBDISO.OO TBDISO.OO TBDI$O.DO 3
AllaChment 6 • UNE
Special Request Cancellation (ATT. 6· UNE par. 2.21.3) ICBlAPSC ICBlAPSC ICBlAPSC ICBlAPSC ICBlAPSC 3

Under Price Category, ~_Agreed, 2-Interim Ordered. 3-Disputed. Where ATT and SWBT disagree. ATT pOSition is shown in bold
and underlined text, SWBT position is shown in bold text.

APSe a ATT requests the Arkansas PSC to determine the rates.
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PA•.• C
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - ARKANSAS
COLLOCATION ISSUES

(SWBT opposes the Inclusion of the
bold and underlined language In thIs
section]

~}-I':'>'; :·.:;".,;,FSK~-;~}f~~.'~~

,j Reiiso,twllYillm
i~~}':;'~lndua~~
SWBT can reserve a limited amount
of lis own floor space that Is not
subject to collocation. Not all space In
an Eligible Structure Is statutorily
required to be made available for
collocation. SWBT Is permitted to
retain limited amounts of floor space
for lis own future needs, e.g., space
for switch tum-around when a central
office switch is replaced. If, in any
Instance, AT&T believes that SWBT Is
discriminatory in the allocation of Its
space II may seek remedy through the
dispute process In the Appendix
Collocation.

2.4 SWBT will allocate Collocated
Space on a nondiscriminatory, "first­
come, first-served" basis among
Itself, AT&T, and other collocators.
provided that there is space available
for collocation and for reasonable
security arrangements and subject to
any other limitations provided by law.

This issue was expressly resolved by
the Federal Communications
Commission in the First Report and
Order, which the FCC determined
that collocated space must be made
"available to requesting carriers on a
first come-first served basis." FCC
Order, 11585. AT&T's proposed
language would prohibll SWBT from
discriminating in Its own favor when
allocating Collocated Space between
itself and AT&T. The FCC Order
makes clear that SWBT must "make
space available to requesting carriers
on a first come·first served basis."
FCC Order, 11585. And while SWBT
may retain a limited amount of floor
space for a defined future use, it may
not do so In a discriminatory manner.
FCC Order. 11604. AT&T's proposed
language should therefore be
Included.

Attachment 13:
Appendix
Collocation,
Section 2.4

:~:ftf~~;'~j{::(i~~~:.tlt;:~~<·;,~\~;~:Y{ I?~~,'J<,:·. h? /\;";\:h~~~!!I:
I, AttJlc"ment ani:l~,:~,::.,Reason~hylangua._,
',SktlOris(l;(t;{~1~1}.~;; ';~'j!1'ii~~I:ln'clud.cfor'itxClU{

2.

AT&T:
MaySWBT
discriminate in its own
favor when allocating
Collocated Space?

SWBT:
MaySWBT
discriminate in its own
favor when allocating
Collocated Space?

3.

AT&T:
Should SWBT possess
unfettered discretion to
determine that space
is not available at its
Eligible Structures?

SWBT:
Is AT&T allowed to
participate with SWBT
determining if it is
technically feasible to
use the proposed
space?

Attachment 13:
Appendix
Collocation,
Section 2,5

AT&T acknowledged that this precise
issue has not yet been expressly
presented to the Commission for
resolullon. AT&T contends.
however, that this issue and a host of
other collocation Implementation
issues were arbitrated by implication.
When the Arkansas Public Service
Commission adopted AT&T's LBO
and permitted AT&T to collocate in
all "buildings and structures owned or
leased by SWBT that house network
facllilles," Order at 36-37, the
Commission empowered AT&T wllh
the broad right of physical
collocation. This broad right of
collocation Is meaningless, however,
If SWBT is permitted to burden
substantially the implementation of
that right with procedures or

rocesses that render it Impossible or

2.5 The determination whether
there Is Insufficient space to
accommodate physical collocation
at a particular Eligible Structure
will be made Jointly by one
engineer from SWBT and one
engineer from AT&T. Where SWBT
and AT&T cannot reach agreement
whether sufficient space Is
available for physical collocation
at a partIcular EligIble Structure,
the determination will be made by
a third-party engineer, unless both
SWBT and AT&T elect to use the
dispute resolution provisions of
this AppendiX. AT&T and SWBT
will equally share the costs of the
third-party engineer's services. If
space Is not available for physical
collocation at an Eligible Structure,
SWBT will provide virtual collocation

SWBT may deny the requested
physical collocation on the grounds of
technical feasibility because of space
Iimltallons. If space is not available
for physical collocation at an Eligible
Structure. SWBT will provide virtual
collocation at that Eligible Structure as
set forth In the Appendix Collocation.

SWBT opposes the Inclusion of
AT&T's language.

~: Bold & underline represents lanBuBe proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold represents language proposed by SWOT and opposed by AT&T.
7/25197

Collocation - 1



PA, •• C
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T·SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT· ARKANSAS
COLLOCATION ISSUES

:1 r~~~~~~~fit;i~~~{'",,~~~~~~'~~V'I~[t~:,~:;~g~I~ •.~~t.~
',SectionS ""ri~i,,;,;~'lf,'~'< ;"t;,. ',":"li' Included or,exciOded"'i;,fll:;~,:

uneconomical for AT&T to collocate
In SWBT's Eligible Structures. In
adopting AT&T's LBO, the
Commission determined that such
procedlires or processes are
impermissible.

The Commission should therefore
resolve this Issue. Otherwise,
SWBT's attempt to delay collocation
(and consequently facilities-based
competition) In Arkansas wOP": be
successful. When this arbltrallon
was commenced, SWBT and AT&T
had agreed that SWBT would "file
tariffs concerning the rates, terms,
and conditions for physical
collocation." Appendix Collocation to
Proposed Interconnection
Agreement, dated 12/20/96, § 1.2
(Allached to Tesllmony of Nancy
Dalton, filed 12/20/96). SWBT has
since reneged on this agreement In
part because the parties anticipated
that SWBT would file a physical
collocation tariff, may specified
details pertaining to the
Implementation of physical
collocation were not presented to the
Commission. Were the Commission
to decline to resolve this specific
Issue for that reason, SWBT's
allempt to delay collocation by
waffling on whether it would file a
tariff would be successful. AT&T
requests that the Commission refuse
to countenance SWBT's tactics.

This section exemplifies AT&T's
concern that SWBT has established
a procedural method of burdening
AT&T's right of collocation. Here,
SWBT's proposed language allows

~: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold represents language proposed by SWOT and opposed by AT&T.

" . ,'tlol;l\;SWBJ.····' U,''''"~ "1"
·"f~~~~J·~il~ng~i~~tri.~~ld';i1j1~: ;
",!,:~t~;~,jincldd8C1'ofexcludea~l1!~ ,.

7/25/97
Collocation - 2



PA•.. C
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - ARKANSAS
COLLOCATION ISSUES

SWBT opposes AT&T's proposed
language.

SWBT requests rejection of AT&T's
proposed language regarding
specifically-negotiated response
periods for EDC refunds and price
quotes, and it requests rejection of
AT&T's proposed language requiring
a refund of the entire EDC.
Permllling AT&T to have a tallor­
made response obligation would be
Impose unjustified and unauthorized
burdens on SWBT. Individually
negotiated price quotations and time
Intervals Is Inconsistent with the Act.
II would establish a discriminatory
practice by providing AT&T something
better than other collocators. SWBT
has published a publication specifying
a price quotallon response time In
business days for all collocators. II

"I;'" ·····;:·.,'·,,··':;;SWB:: .•.·,t':t'.>..;"~v?"~':' :,t1: !::);i~ .. ,~:, _'~"'.'
~ ;,,'Reason.whY lang

,J'~;1;~~11"cluded:~

3.2 Upon receipt of AT&T's
application for Collocated Space,
SWBT will begin to prepare a price
quotation for the Collocated Space.
SWBTwill provide AT&T with the
price quotallon within thirty-five (35)
days of receipt of AT&T's Physical
Collocation Application Form and
Engineering Design Charge. When
sufficient space Is not available for
physical collocation at a particular
Eligible Structure as determined
under Section 2.5. SWBT will refund
the entire Engineering Design
Charge to AT&T withIn forty-five
(45) days of that determination.

SWBT to determine whether space Is
available for physical collocation at a
particular Eligible Structure and does
not allow AT&T or a third party to
review SWBT's determination. In
contrast, AT&T's proposed language
provides for SWBT and AT&T to
make a joint determination whether
space is available at a particular
Eligible Structure; If AT&T and SWBT
cannot reach agreement. a third
party would resolve the dispute.
Absent AT&T's proposed language.
SWBT could refuse any or all of
AT&T's applications for Collocated
Space using the pretext of space
unavailability, and SWBT's decision
would be unreviewable. AT&T's
proposed language protects AT&T's
right to collocate In SWBT's Eligible
Structures and is not unreasonable.
Accordingly, AT&T's proposed
I'mguage should be included.

AT&T acknowledges that this precise
Issue has not yet been expressly
presented to the Commission for
resolution. AT&T contends,
however. that this Implementation
Issue has been arbitrated by
implication. This contention Is
detailed In the portion of this matrix
which discusses Section 2.5 of the
Collocation matrix. AT&T's proposed
language would require SWBT to
provide a price quotation to AT&T
within thirty-five (35) calendar days of
receipt "f AT&T's physical collocation
appllcsuun form and engineering
design charge. SWBT's altemate
language would require SWBT to
provide a price quotation to AT&T
within thlrty·five (35) business davs.

. ""1"'"'''''' ., '·····AT&J···· ," P"<' '" ""'I"';'f".~'.!~~(t1l; .'..'.'.:....".. V',.,~ :;..~.':tt.~."~' '.'.: ;,,:":. " ..' .:'~,: ":J.,.,,'';,>0:; ~'. '.' "'.;~'(..'" ,:"".'~"'."."'."-'•••':.'•.•~... ;.';:{: -;'" i't~" ;""~"'i'~; ~·.i.hiil' ~"~".'': ,,. 'h'·'n·.,¥,",,>', ,;l.~, :,.:!:t~

..' [~:; ~~~~?n w .y ~~Q~~fJ~~h~".l~'~~r~:~~l
',~fiA~·,lncluded or excluded "';\\t!r'~1 'i'''

Attachment 13:
Appendix.
Collocation,
Section 3.2

5.

SWBT:
Should SWBT be
required to refund the
engineering design
charge upon a
determination that
space and power are
not available?

AT&T:
HOw much time should
SWBT be permilled to
prepare a price
quotation?

~: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold repnsents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T.
7/25/97

Collocation - 3



PA, •• C
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - ARKANSAS
COLLOCATION ISSUES

';~:;.B:;:;'
:issue'~

SWBT's altemate language would
extend this time period by fourteen
calendar days and would add an
unnecessary delay Into the
collocation process. SWBT has
provided no reason why It would
require forty-nine days to provide a
price quotation to AT&T. On this
point, the Missouri Commission
accepted the position of AT&T,
requiring SWBT to provide price
quotallons within thirty-five calendar
days.

SWBT argues that the Collocation
Appendix should not contain any time
requirements for SWBT to prepare a
price quotation in response to a
collocation application. Instead,
SWBT contends that the time period
set forth In Its technical publication Is
an adequate substitute for AT&T's
proposed language. AT&T
respectfully submits that the
language contained within SWBT's
technical publication Imposes no
requirement upon SWBT to process
collocallon applications with any level
of diligence. First. In light of the
position taken by SWBT with regard
to Sections 11.2 and 11.3 of the
Collocation Appendix, the technical
publication Imposes no requirement
upon SWBT at all, because SWBT
allempls 10 reserve the right to
modify that technical publlcallon
whenever It chooses. Second. the
language In SWBT's technical
publication contains an escape
clause that allows SWBT to establish
"new quotation Intervals" when It
"cannot meet the ... quotation
Interval(s)" listed In the technical

~: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Botd represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T.

ensures non-dlscrlmlnatory treatment
for all LSPs. SWBT should be
allowed to recover Its cost to
determine whether space and power
Is available. Therefore. SWBT
should only refund that portion of the
EDC that Is unspent, rather than the
full amount as AT&T proposes.

7/25/97
Collocallon • 4



P~...·C
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - ARKANSAS
COLLOCATION ISSUES

/;.;+;t.·...~.;'t.;~.7·,;::. '. '~~:.·~;;::~:r··.i;;~'-.· .•.'·I·.:" ...·..·.. ,.; /'.:it.':::/:. (.~-:;:~. '. N&,:J),t,.: <'.<1": /.: .. ~~.'.:\.'.'~:~
'A~~~!I1,~~ta,~~':):,; /:~e~~~n~hyla~g~a~e .,,~~I~.M Y:0
Sectlona>"}'''''('I;,,:i,:,,:.;,:~.{(included 'or excluded~;.ji:<.'!!~:

pUblication.

SWBT also argues that the
Collocation Appendix should not
contain a time requirement, because
It would somehow give AT&T an
"unfair advantage" over Its
compelitors In the local spnrlr.e
market. This argument Is lIIerilless,
because any other collocator can
elect to obtain the terms and
conditions contained within the
AT&T/SWBT Interconnection
Agreement through the election of
"most favored nation status." AT&T's
proposed language only attempts to
even the playing Ileld, so that AT&T
can compete effectively with SWBT
In the local service market.

Although SWBT has conceded that it
must refund the engineering design
charge upon a determination that
space and power are not available to
satisfy an application for Collocated
Space, SWBT has opposed AT&T's
language that imposes an effective
obligation on SWBT. Unless AT&T's
proposed language is Included,
SWBT could (1) keep the
engineering design charge for an
Indellnite length of time, or (2) retain
some undellned portion of the
engineering design charge, either of
which would render the refund
requirement Ineffective. AT&T's
language should therefore be
included.

SWBT claims that It should be
allowed 10 retain $790 of the
Engineering Design Charge as "a
rpssonable co~t·based standard for

~; Bold & underline represents tanguage proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T.

.:; OJ-..~rj; ~tf-'f,~;.l~·'iA~~4t~SWBT~:tJi..~.<lHt..~;:~:,:.,'

r~ei~;;H '~~~J#~~~~~~~~hO~I~, ""
:::'::~1(dlncluded;:Or.xcluct.d1}H"!'

7/25/97
Collocation· 5



PA... C
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T-SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - ARKANSAS
COLLOCATION ISSUES

I;:' •.,,;!}.t;:!~6;;i;;'I:'I~'~&~~~ffi:~'.n.·. t<.·.~.·.h.~.;o.;,~ /;r.~e.·.·~.s.~;.~~'~~Y,~I:Jsfu~~~':~~~~f.d·~~ ~t
'Sections' ::.;,.'"l .,;,':. ' ,,: ':i Included or excluded r! ,,;. ':i".';":'

calculating how much should be
relunded." This $790 charge Is
based upon SWBT's guess that the
determination that space is
unavailable would require ten hours
01 time lor SWBT employees. SWBT
overestimates by lar the amount of
time that such a determination would
require, which AT&T estimates
should be two to three hours. SWBT
should be required to more clearly
demonstrate the costs that It would
Incur before it be allowed to Impose
such a lee.

..... ". ;'.". \ ...•.... <+.:/,S.WB.T":r; ..,.\,r:~.' i~;:.~: >.,.,./"
,.' Reason why langullige.shouldbilr; '.
; '."~'Iricludedorexcluded, 'f1'ii'::,i:: ','

6.

AT&T:
Which specific
elements may be billed
as part of the Monthly
Charge?

SWBT:
Should the monthly
charge consist only of
the monthly rent
charged by SWBT to
AT&T without

Attachment 13:
Appendix
Collocation,
Secllon 3.3.2

SWBT contends that It should not be
required to relund the engineering
design charge to AT&T within forty­
five days of a determination that
space and power are not available.
because SWBT is willing to refund
the charge "as soon as reasonably
practicable." A forty-five day time
period is far Irom unreasonable,
Moreover, SWBT's opposition to this
lime requirement is disingenuous. in
light of the poslllon taken by SWBT
regarding Section 3.6 of the
CollocatIon Appendix.
This Issue was expressly resolved by
the Commission on page 36 of the
Commission's February 28, 1997,
order. There, the Commission
adopted SWBT's LBO, where SWBT
agreed to "apply a standardized cost
lactor for recurring costs." AT&T's
proposed language allempts to
establish such standardized cost
factors for recurring costs. AT&T's
proposed language specifies that the
"Monthly Charge" lor Collocated
Space may consist only of a defined
list 01 charges. AT&T's proposed

3.3.2 The Monthly Charge will
consist 01 the monthly charges for
floorspace,powerusage,
maintenance, admlnlstratlon, and
taxes for equipment charged by
SWBT to AT&T for use of the
Collocated Space.

The Monthly Charge should generally
consist of the monthly charges for
floorspace,powerusage,
maintenance, administration, and
applicable taxes for equipment.
However, SWBT should be able to
also include the monthly charges for
unloreseeable elements that could
arise on a case by case basis In
addition to those elements that are
foreseeable.

The monthly charge will consist of,
but not be limited to, the monthly
charges for floor space, power
usage, maintenance, administration,
and applicable taxes for equipment.

~: Bold & underline represenl5tanguage proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T.
7/25/97
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SWBT opposes the inclusion of the
bold and underlined language In this
section as added by AT&T.

AT&T Is proposing a Commission
review process that Is unnecessary
and opens the door for potential
abuse. Approval ofthe AT&T
proposal would not permit swaT to
issue any price quotations for that
particular Collocated Space or permit
another collocator to use that
Collocate Space pending the
Commission resolution of the appeal.
SWBT opposes this request since It
allows AT&T to "warehouse" space,

, ..', 'i", SWBl;;;-:" .... ";""~,r!J)V
i·;,~~·~~ri\\ohYI~9~~~g·~~~Qtild ~~:~.
j.~~;":t,'f·"jneluded Oi'eXCluded~¥\{)i-:1'

3.4 SWaT's price quotation,
Common Charge, Collocated Space
Charge, and Monthly Charge will be
calculated using a TELRIC-based
methodology which is
nondiscriminatory to all collocators.
SWBT's price quotation, Common
Charge, Collocated Space Charge,
and Monthly Charge will be sufficient
to cover SWBT's reasonable costs
and will be no greater than necessary
for SWBT to earn a reasonable profit.

This issue was addressed by the
Commission on page 36 of the
Commission's February 28, 1997,
ordp.r. There, the Commission held
that SWaT could price collocation
requests "on an individual basis due
to the variables involved in such
requests.· The Commission did not,
however, address what methodology
that SWBT should use when arriving
at these individual prices. AT&T
contends that a TELRIC-based

language Is necessary to define
clearly those elements that SWaT
may charge to AT&T as part of the
"Monthly Charge." Otherwise, there
would be no limit on what SWaT
could charge AT&T on a case-by­
case basis. SWaT has opposed
AT&T's language on the ground that
the list in this section should not be
an exclusive list; but SWaT has not
Identified the other charges that
should be Included. SWaT Instead
believes that, should It desire later to
add further monthly charges to the
list, It should be permitted to do so.
SWaT complains that, should the list
in this section be deemed exclusive,
swaT would be precluded from
recovering other costs that It has not
foreseen to date. SWBT's concern
could easily be addressed by the
addition of an additional sentence:
"Additional monthly charges may be
added to this list upon approval of
the State Commission." Language
similar to this additional sentence
was added to this section of the
Collocation Appendix by the
Oklahoma Commission. AT&T's
proposed language should therefore
be adopted.

Attachment 13:
Appendix
Collocation,
Section 3.4

AT&T:
What methodology
should SWaT use
when calculating the
price quotation?

SWBT:
What is the legal effect
of a price quotation
during Commission

7.

allowance for other
expenses incurred in
connection with Ihe
space?

.". ..,,;«~,:r;;l:I····" .'. :.;,:;,,';1,.T&I~~;·:t:·:'i';";'~':·;'\;·:'!I~"'·
'i,,·;.,·,;iF'>· ."ttaeh,*,en~a9d/'\T '.'. R~ason why languages"ouldblt:::~ :, ,., ....., ..,../..;'; I'Sectitins ,.:};.f~:h~~;i:··;;;."~.:/I·lnclude(fot, excluded It:·:.~1ii:4. ;

~: Bold & underline represenlslanguage proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold represents language proposed by SWOT Bnd opposed by AT&T.
7/25/97

Collocation - 7



Pl-. . C
CONTRACTUAL DISPUTED ISSUES MATRIX

AT&T·SWBT INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT - ARKANSAS
COLLOCATION ISSUES

,'f', "fo.:";"/':' .:,:'AT&T':',;:",,:
Attachm~,ntan~';f< , •... Re~~on .whY language ~ho~ld
Sectlons/''::,:rt;<:'(", ,,"':~)',"Ihcludedor excluded ,:

methodology is appropriate, AT&T's
proposed language would require
SWBT to develop a TELRIC-based
methodology and use that
methodology when calculating a
price quotation. Such a methodology
would ensure that SWBT's pricing Is
cost-based and is nondiscriminatory
to all collocators. Without a defined
cost-based methodology for the
calculation of price quotations. it is
likely that SWBT price quotations
would overcharge or undercharge for
collocation at SWBT's Eligible
Structures.

The remainder of AT&T's proposed
language provides that during the
time that a price quotation for a
particular Collocated Space Is under
Commission review. SWBT would be
precluded from Issuing any further
price quotations with respect to the
same Collocated Space. Without
such a requirement, Commission
review of price quotations could be
derailed by a different collocator's
acceptance of a price quotation for
the same Collocated Space. This
result would be contrary to the "first
come-first served" basis requirement
established by the FCC's Order.
AT&T's proposed language solves
that problem, and is not
unreasonable. AT&T's proposed
language should therefore be
included.

In response, SWBT contends that its
Common Charge, Collocated Space
Charge, and monthly Charge should
be unreviewable by the State
Commission. Without Commission

AT&T may ask the State
Commission to review any of
SWBT's charges for conformity
with the above standards. During
the time that a price quotation for
a partIcular Collocated Space Is
under State Commission review,
SWBT will not Issue any price
quotations for that particular
Collocated Space or permit
another collocator to use that
Collocated Space.

, :,:;:, '~:'::!l,~i"SW";rS:':::," •,< "'., ,,::: I'; i

, Reason why '~riguagesho~ld..be~'
~': ,:5;:'.lnCtuded;of.xcluded,~~fllt~rl~~

which Is prohibited under 47 C.F.R.
Section 51.323(f)(6)(1997). Allowing
AT&T to "warehouse" space In this
manner could result In discriminatory
treatment of other collocators and
provides AT&T a competitive
advantage over the other collocators.
SWBT is allowed to recover
reasonable costs and a reasonable
profit for collocated space and with
the "true up' provision in this
Appendix in paragraph 5.10, AT&T Is
ensured a refund based upon the
actual subcontractors bills if the
SWBT quote was too high. The
Arbitrator's Order No. 5 approved
SWBT applying "the same collocation
pricing to all providers on a
competitively neutral basis." The
Arbitrator further stated "the specific
request of each provider InclUding the
need for floor space, the preparation
work necessary and other factors
must be priced on an individual basis
due to the variables involved in such
requests. The specialized treatment
of an AT&T price quote appeal as
requested by AT&T could result In
unjust and unreasonable treatment of
other potential collocators. which Is
prohibited under Section 25(c)(6) of
theAc!.

~: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold reprcsentslanguage proposed by SWRT and opposed by AT&T.
7/25/97
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-<':t~{;~

~'~1

SWBT objects to the Inclusion of
AT&T's proposed language.

Per AT&T's requirements SWBT will
provide diagrams of the Collocated
Space contemplated for AT&T's use
at the time a prlce quotation Is
requested, The Information and
diagrams provided at that time will
allow AT&T to make a determination
of the fitness and SUitability of the
space for their needs. Providing
AT&T these preliminary tours of the
facilities will only add to the costs and
expense of providing the space, and
AT&T position in the negotiating
process Is that the EDC already Is
extremely high. In that most other
collocators want to reduce the cost,
not increase It, If SWBT Is ordered to
provide an Inspection to the process,
then SWBT costs for such an activity
will be added to the EDC as an
option, which will ensure that other
collocators will not be forced Into
AT&T's higher cost scheme.

,:_':':':';;<,~ :,:::,:,:;~;:S~~l~,;~·~~,':~;;;i(;\i~·r;:tL;{:~~~

:, Reason whylanguagesliould;".:'t'
"·,'t:t;t·,.,, 'I'd 'd'" J"L'·d,··t..:~

h' I"~' >,,",< :.i\:lnc U e :,or,exclu eo '-',', ,'''''/

.. 5~~1}:~;t!··;~~jf::~)~:·'~~tl~/t~,;~·~·
9·:r&Il;;anguag,' .­
:l.i!lt.ij~~f".i<~;;;"l~#!I.
-"·~···: ..l,,:·-.·,·_'W'•.•'··A.'..,.:.r;-

3.5 Prior to any obligation for
AT&T to accept or reject SWBT's
price quotation, SWBT will permit
AT&T to Inspect the Collocated
Space to determine Its suitability
for AT&T's Intended uses. Subject
to an approprlate non-disclosure
agreement, SWBT will permit AT&T
to Inspect supporting documents for
the Preparation Charge, including the
Common Charge (if AT&T Is the first
entity to which SWBT provides
physical collocation in an Eligible
Structure), the Collocated Space
Charge, and any Custom Work
charge.

AT&T acknowledges that this precise
Issue has not yet been expressly
presented to the Commission for
resolution. AT&T contends,
however, that this implementation
issue has been arbitrated by
Implication. This contention Is
detailed In the portion of this matrix
which discusses Section 2.5 of the
Collocation matrix. AT&T's proposed
language would allow AT&T to
inspect the Collocated Space to
determine Its suitability for AT&T's
intended uses before AT&T Is
required to accept or reject SWBT's
price quotation. Without this
language, AT&T would be required,
sitE! unseen, to accept or reject
SWBT's price quotation for a
Collocated Space. The right of
Inspection prior to purchase or lease
is alm05l universally recognized for
the sale or lease of commercial or
residential property; SWBT's position
contravenes these standard

review of SWBT charges, there
would be no method to ensure that
SWBT prices are calculated In a
cost-based and non-discriminatory
manner. SWBT contends that
AT&T's proposed language limiting
the use of a Collocated Space while
pricing is under Commission review
would unfairly preclude others from
using that space while charges are
under Commission review. While
AT&T Is cognizant of that risk, AT&T
believes that without such a
requirement, Commission review of
SWBT charges would be Ineffective.
To resolve that problem, AT&T would
consent to Commission review of
charges on an expedited basis.

Allachment13:
Appendix
Collocation,
Section 3.5

i,fi~~~m~rii~~~·iiiii,'I,.,':·-,~e,~#~~,·.~hYJ:~:~~:t~i~~,;/d,;·:",·(:,~·"
;;:Sicilons ;'*~~~Ni'i>:1:·;i~'i!lnc'udedor,exch.id.II~...~~

8. May AT&T inspect
the Collocated Space
before AT&T Is
required to accept or
reject SWBT's price
quotation?

~" ;;,"::"R~:fri~/
-'ssue:;',

~: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T. 7/25/97
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practices. Moreover, should the
Collocated Space be unfit for AT&T's
Intended uses, that determination
should be made before any
construction expenses are incurred.
AT&T's proposed language would
not impose a significant burden on
SWBT, and any such burden could
be compensated through the
engineering design charge required
by Section 3.1 of this Appendix.
AT&T's proposed language should
therefore be included.

SWBT opposes an inspection on the
ground that it would somehow allow
AT&T to obtain competitively
advantageous Information regarding
equipment. SWBT's argument is
meritless. First, because AT&T will
consent to be escorted by SWBT
during the inspection, AT&T will be
precluded from obtaining proprietary
Information. Second, SWBT
overstates the risk that competitively
advantageous information could be
obtained during such as Inspection.
Indeed, because both AT&T and
SWBT purchase telecommunications
equipment from the same vendors,
both are already aware of the
capabilities of each other's
equipment.

SWBT also claims that an inspection
is unnecessary. uecause SWBT will
provide diagrams of the Collocated
Space. Just as a consumer cannot
be expected to make an Informed
decision to purchase or lease a
house or apartment solely from a
floor plan, AT&T cannot make an
Informed decision whether to use a

~: Bold & underline repre~entslanguageprO[fJsed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold repre~enls language proposed by SWOT and opposed by AT&T.
7125197
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IssLi~:"

'i:"·".'I'«F"~i"1 . ;.i·"~;AT&T "';">;'··;,.,y,"l
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CGlI'~catedSpace without an
opportunity to Inspect the space.
Many relevant features of a
Collocated Space cannot be
determined from the review of a
diagram, including whether anything
Is located In rooms near the
Collocated Space that would Interfere
with the effective operation of AT&T's
equipment (such as radio
transmission or video equipment),
whether there Is a substantial
flooding risk that would dissuade
AT&T from using the Collocated
Space, or whether anything unusual
about the space could Increase
AT&T's construction costs.

. :.:):~/', ~~Bl>'.:~-';, •;~,~"~;f!i
R~ason w.hylangu~g~,should. b!t'
',;;,:-:Included'orexcluded~~;:;'-::, '::,

9. What is the legal
effect of SWBT's
price quotation?

Attachment 13:
Appendix
Collocation,
Section 3.6

AT&T acknowledges that this precise
Issue has not yet been expressly
presented to the Commission for
resolution. AT&T contends,
:lOwever, that this Implementation
issue has been arbitrated by
Implication. This contention Is
detailed in the portion of this matrix
which discusses Section 2.5 of the
Collocation matrix. SWBT's
proposed language would require
AT&T to tender money to SWBT In
order to accept a price quotation for
a particular Collocated Space; in the
absence of SWBT's proposed
language, AT&T could accept the
price quotation In writing and would
be contractually bound by its
acceptance at that time.
Conditioning AT&T's acceptance on
S~ .JT's actual receipt of money is
c0nlrary to standard
telecommunications industry
practices, where agreements are
made prior to and on the expectation
of payment. SWBT does not require

3.6 SWBT's price quotation will
constitute a firm offer that AT&T may
accept in within thirty-five (35) days
of AT&T's receipt of the price
quotation, sUbject only to the true-up
procedure specified In section 5.10
below. SWBT wlU reserve the
Colloeated Space for AT&T during
this thirty-five day period. If AT&T
does not accept the price quotation
in writing within thirty·five days of
AT&T's receipt of the price quotation,
the price quotation will be
automatically rescinded.

AT&T's proposal would allow them to
"warehouse" space pending its
acceptance of SWBT's firm offer.
This Is contrary to the Act since It
would be unfair and unreasonable.
The parties who might be harmed and
placed at a competltlve disadvantage
by warehousing are the other LSPs.
SWBT proposes that AT&T, and other
collocators, be given 35 business
days in Which to make an acceptance
of a firm offer. During the 35
business day firm offer period for
each colloeators price quotation, other
collocators may be considering their
own firm offer for the space. The
colloeator that first accepts their firm
offer should be the one gaining use of
the space. In this manner, no one
collocator is disadvantaged or
discriminated against. Any unspent
portion of the EDC will be refunded to
AT&T If the space Is leased by
another collocator.

3.6 SWBT's price quotation will
conslilute a firm offer that AT&T
may accept In writing, which shall
Include payment as specified In
sections 4.2 and 4.3 below, within
thirty-five (35) business days of
AT&T's receipt of the price
quotation, subject only to the true-up
procedure specified In section 5.10
below. SWBT will not reserve the
Colloeated Space for AT&T during
this forty-five day period. If AT&T
does not accept the price quotation
In writing within thirty-five (35) days
of AT&T's receipt of the price
quotation, the price quotation will be
automatically rescinded.

~: Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT.

Bold represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T.
7/25/97
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the protection of early payment for Its
Collocated Space (AT&T Is not a fly­
by-night telecommunications
provider, and AT&T honors Its
contractual obligations), And even
were AT&T or some other collocator
to breach the contract prior to
payment of the quoted price, SWBT's
damages would be small, because
this Appendix makes payment a
precondition to the construction of
the Collocated Space.

The remainder of SWBT's proposed
language would not require SWBT to
reserve the Collocated Space for
AT&T during the thirty-five day period
for which the price quotation Is valid,
Under SWBT's language, the price
quotation would constltute an offer
with no legal effect whatsoever, that
SWBT could rescind at will,
notwithstanding AT&T's prior
payment of consideration for that
offer (a rather substantial
"engineering design charge"). This Is
unreasonable, considering that
SWBT Is not prepared to refund
AT&T's engineering design charge
aller It has Issued the price
quotation. Moreover, in other cases
Involving SWBT, the Commission
has previously Imposed the
requirement that a SWBT "ICB price
quote. , . be considered a firm offer
for a reasonable period of time." In
re: SWBT's tariff designed to
introduce broadband educational
videoconferencing service, No. n­
95·275. AT&T's language should
therefore be Included.

'f> ~'';';;:i.,,''''{''''~ SWBTi,':;, "/":;'. Reason wtiyj;lhgiJiig~'sh~i
.fl:" ~ <+;;lncluded o,""axcluded

10. Attachment 13:
Appendix

AT&T acknowledges that this precise
Issue has not yet been eX(lrElssly

4.3.1 The first enlily to Which SWBT
provides physical collocation in an

SWBT has established a procedure
applicable to all collocators on a non-

Each time additional collocatlon(s)
use(s) physical collocation In the

~; Bold & underline represents language proposed by AT&T and opposed by SWBT,

Bold represents language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T.
7/25197
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SWBT:
Can SWBT limit the
number of collocators
responsible for
reimbursing common
costs incurred to
prepare eligible
structures for
collocations?

'.".'~!f;~~~~~:~;:~~~~~~~i~'~~) .;'!It;:;J.2~i~~~~:~f~~I~ii~:~j:,r~~]r:
discriminatory basis where the first same Eligible Structure, within 12
colloeator pays all space preparallon months of the first bflllng date of
costs, but Is entitled to a pro rala the InitIal monthly charge for the
refund of this Inllial Common Charge first physical collocator In that
by subsequent collocators within the Eligible Structure, each previous
following 12 months up to "e first 4 colloeator will receive a prorated
collocators. AT&T wants all refund of its previously paid Inllial
subsequent colloeators to contribute Common Charge or Common
to these costs forever. SWBT has Charge.
negotiated similar provisions In
previous contracts and AT&T's
procedure would not only cause us to
connict with these earlier contracts,
but it would be burdensome and result
In unnecessary increases In
administrative costs. Under the Act,
SWBT is entitled to Impose the limit
on col/ocators el/glble for a refund.

Eligible Structure will be responsible
for all costs Incurred by SWBT
associated with the preparation of
that Eligible Structure to provide
physical collocation in the initial
space where physical collocation Is
to be located ("Initial Common
Charge"). The next three
subsequent collocators that share
such common elements as, but not
limited to, HVAC systems, electrical
power panels, conduits, and security
systems, at the same Eligible
Structure will pay a "Common
Charge" equal to the Initial Common
Charge mulllplied by a fraction, the
numerator of which Is one and the
denominator of which Is the total
number of collocators In the same
Eligible Structure. Each time
additional collocator{s) use{s)
physical collocation in the same
Eligible Structure, each previous
collocator will receive a prorated
refund of Its previously paid Initial
Common Charge or Common
Charge. The prorated refund to each
previous collocator will consist of the
Common Charge paid by the most
recent col/oeator (the one who, In a
particular Instance, will not receive a
refund) divided by the total number of
previous collocators, using the
following schedule:

~.·~-j~~;':J<t}~~,1:.~4!~i;~1%~';:;;;)r:}:if- .
..,~i7{::::~;~I';AT&Tt:angU8g'
~1:;.~~;}~~:\U~: \~;~\:·~/i.'~~·;:~~~:~~~~ t·:~~?t.:'
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.Attachment 8I.!d;," <.Reason why language.should
. . ·Sectloris'";/'~('~f.~·.;:~·· ;,.;. '·"Inchded or'llxcilided
AT&T: Collocation, presented io the Commission for
Should SWBT be Section 4.3.1 resolution. AT&T contends,
required to refund a however, that this Implementation
pro-rata share of the Issue has been arbitrated by
common charge over implication. This contention is
twelve month's after detailed In the portion of this matrix
the initial collocator which discusses Section 2.5 of the
has collocated in an Collocallon matrix. SWBT's
Eligible Structure? proposed language would require

SWBT to pay a prorated refund to
previous collocators only for the first
twelve months after the first
collocator's payment of an Initial
Monthly Charge. This arrangement
is unreasonable for a number of
reasons. First, SWBT's proposed
language limits SWBT's obligation to
pay prorated refunds after twelve
months, but does not similarly limit a
subsequent collocator's obligation to
pay a common charge to SWBT
("The next three subsequent
collocators that share such common
elements ... will pay a "Common
Charge" equal to the Inilial Common
Charge mufliplied by a fracllon '" ").
Accordingly, SWBT may be
l'_;.nbursed an amount greater than
tne common charges that It has
incurred. This fact is illustrated by an
example: Assume that the "initial
common charge"'s $100,000.
During month 0, Collocator #1 pays a
common charge of $100,000 to
SWBT. During month 8, Collocator
#2 pays $50,000 to SWBT, and
SWBT refunds 550,000 to Collocator
#1. During month 13, Collocator #3
pays $33,333.33 to SWBT, which
SWBT keeps, as permitted. During
month 24, Collocator #4 pays
525,000 to SWBT, which SWBT
keeps, as permilled. Under this

~: O(lld & underline represents language prorosed by AT&T and opposed by SWOT.

Bold represenls language proposed by SWBT and opposed by AT&T.
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